
1000 Second s t ,  bethalto, IL 62010 

November 1,2005 1052 AM 

Representative Jerry Costello 
US .  House of Representatives 
2269 Rayhum House Office Building '* 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Costello: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

David summers 

, .  . .  cc: 
The Federal ,C,oqunications Commission .. . .  
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Novcmber 1,2005 11:38 AM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U.S. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

judith ledford 

cc: 
The Fedeml ComunicationvCommission ' : 
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FCC - MAILROOM 
Donna 

37 Watedord~ve,Bl~ton,SC2SSIO 

November l, 2003 1146 AM 

Senator Jim Demint 
U.S.Senate 
340Russell Senateoffice Building 
Washington, M3 ~1O-ooO1 

SYbject Re: Federalstate Joint BMrd on Uniwnal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Demint: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the U n i w r d  Service 
Fund USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Memy of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and n e i g b r z ,  
willbenegatiwly impactedby theunfairchangepropcdby theFCC. 

Asyou~ow,USFiscurrentlycollectedona~ewnuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. I4 theFCCchanges 
that systemtoa atfee,that meansthatsomeonewhousesonethou~ndminute.amonthof longdistance,paysthesame 

wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelong distanceusen,likeatudenkprepaidwireleesuaers,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and ~1.d conaumem to give up their phone  due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usen is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highlydetrimentaleffectonamallbuainessesallao~Ame~ca. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamember,~~meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthy newslettenandup 
todateinfonnationon theirwebaite,includinglinkr toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoesnot require 
companiestor-~,or'~along"theefeestotheircustomerz,thereality isthat they do. AsaconaumerIwouldle~~u,eI  
amchargedfaidy. IftheFCCgoes toanumbers taxed,myservicevvillcostmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'sr-nt 
meetingswithtopFCCofficiala, th.HIC~pla.stochangetoaflat feesystemamnandwithoutleaislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~developmentaon the iuueandcont inueto~~~dthewo~dtomycommunity .  Irequest youpam 
alongmgconcernstotheFCConmybehall,letting themlmowhowafktfeetaxcoulddisproporiionately affedthaooin your 

amount intothe f ndassomeonewhou~~rominutesof loagdistanceamonth Constituentswhouse theirlimitedresources 

constituency. 

ThankyouforyourmntinuedworkandIlookforward tohearing about yourp i t ion  on thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Donna Monis 

cc: 

TheFederal Communicaiions Commission 
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Senator Patty Murray , . . . , , .!, , .. , .  

Washington, DC 20510-000i . ,  

'I U S .  Senate . .  
;73 Russell Senate Office:B&ing 

I~ . 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on [Jniversal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by +he unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you b o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC chahges that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, p a y  the same amomt into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use. their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lowvol.IC.,e long distance users, lie students, prepaid wireless Lsers, senior citizens 
and low-income residential ana rural c' 
their bills. Shifting thq @riding bu* ldul.  
unnecessary. Inpdditic?, it 31.1 

The Keep USF'FAik Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Nathan Sherwood 

.-" rive up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
high volume to low-volume users is radical and 

~ _ 7 ~ ~ ~ ,  _I________ L! cffcct 01. ma;: b.NinenOu.s ark across h e t i c a .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 1,2005 11.59 AM 

Senator Charles Schumir 
US.  Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Buildim 
Washington, DC.205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee !ex r0-13 -$:- -?ry 121 r%!.i-r..: b r q  dk+lr.c- 'tsery 1>k ?%del%, prepaid wireless users, serior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fundiag burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J Gutierrez 

. .  . 

.,. . 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



< .  180 Kimber Drive , McMurray, PA I5317 - .  

November 1,2005 12:OO PM 

Senat& Rick Santorum 
US. Senate 
51 1 Dirksen Senate Office Buildmg . 
Washington, CC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Boarci on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee., Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be neg;ltiveiyafia&d.by ttie-uhfa.ir kKange proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that sy'stenito d flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
dishnce, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who'use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills: Sh%'cing the Gnding b 
umeccasary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I woilld like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Tbank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

. from ,...., li. hi& volume to lay-volume users is radical and 

Gary Smith 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



4890 Lakeview Dr. , Hermitage, PA 16148 

November 1,2005 10:59 AM 

Representative Phil English 
US.  House of Representatives 
1410 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative English: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volum&o low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coa!ition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your pwition on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Lambrecht 
j 

cc: 
The Federal Communicatiqns Cotqmission ,.,/ 
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Kevin J. Martin, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. sw 
Washington, DC, 20554 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee. 
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing 
so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden 
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

It is no defense to say that the law doesn't require phone companies to pass the charges 
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use 
customers is blatantly unfair. 

Sincerely, . 



JAN - 6  2006 

ROOM I 
820 N. Montana ST. 329, Dillon, MT 59725 

November 1,2005 10:46 AM 

Representative Denny Rehberg 
U.S. House of Representatives 
5 16 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Rebberg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 



JAN - 6  2006 

Dear Senator Salazar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF *om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date irfonnation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

willliam holley 

-,  . 

cc: 
. ,  The Federal Communicatioils' Conimission 
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239 K St Apt 3, Rock Springs, WY 82901 

November 1,2005 11:08 AM 

Senator Mike Enzi 
U.S. Senate 
379-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Enzi: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

. , '  ,.. , . , . . . , .  , ~ ,  , ,  

, .  . , .  

:: 

Steven Grosenick 

, .  # i. . cc: 
. .  !. 

' ,  
The Federal Communiiationd %ommission . , , / _ I  : , ,  . ,. . 
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46' JAN - 6  2006 798 Sierra View Way 
C ~ ~ C O ,  CA 95926-40407 

Kevin J. Martin, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. sw 
Washington, DC, 20554 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee. 
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing 
so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden 
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

It is no defense to say that the law doesn't require phone companies to pass the charges 
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use 
customers is blatantly unfair. 

Charles & Denise Worth 



, , ., . ,~. . , , , . .  , 

Senator Joseph Biden 
US. Senate. , .," . ..: 

201 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State J,oint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 46-45 
, .  

Dear Senator Biden: 

I ha.ve serious concerns regarding the Federal Commun&ations Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and lw;u-iiicorALe rePde,.t;i: and ;.d ;onUbnxs, to give UF h i r  &anas 5 fo unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Melissa Stanley 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

No. of Copies redd 0 
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November 1,2005 10:51 AM 

Senator Charles Schumer * I  
US. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

4 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

4 d  
Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

lee Winslow 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Rick Sant&p ,, , 

US. Senate . .  , . ,  
51 1 Dirksen Senate Office'Buildinz 
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- 
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, ,  
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univkrsi'Service CC bocket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-vo 
and lowincone r&ir+itie! a3d m u d  c 
their bills. 'Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionate 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Isaac Smith 

istance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
give VF !h+r phones due to umfo?dable monthly increases on 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Kay Hutchison 
U.S. Senate 

November 30,2005 11:30 PM 

~ ~ ~ ~~~~~ ~ 

284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washiyton, -mi 

Subject: Re: Federal-State J&t Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 
,/ 

garding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
und (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 

my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mavoureen Thibodeaux 

. ,  

cc: 

,. . 
FCC General Email Box 
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Senator Jim Bunning 
U.S. Senate 
3 16 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bunning: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USP from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 

the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
and without legislation. 

opments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
cems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Harvey Penley 

' . $  
cc: 

.. . FCC General Email Box I .  ,~ , 
. .  ,,'! , 
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Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

.,, . . , .i 1 , 
, ,  

Dear Representative Kennedy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USP) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family anh neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the' 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents'who use,&eir jimited ressoiwes wi!+ shquld not be.pe?Gzed fordoing so. . ,. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roger %.Martin 

, , . . .  ~ . . ,  , .  . ,  . . . .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Subject: Re: F.edera1-State Joint Board on Universal Se 2C Docket 96-45 
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Dear Senator Warner: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communicatiotls Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a mr. 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively in- 

As you know: USF is currently collected on a revenur 
FCC chaqges that system'tn a flat fee, that means that 
distadce, pays the same amount into the fund as som' 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the US 
unnecessary. adfitinn it wovld have il,h','.!y 
The Kecp USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

DOMY Blankenship 

y flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
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uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
be penalized for doing so. 
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cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


